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STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

The Examiner is correct in noting that the first sentence under the Status of 
Amendments was in error, and should read that an amendment in reply to the Office Action 
of December 2, 1999 was filed March 7, 2000, canceling claims 4, 5 and 6, and amending 
Claim 1, and that it should have been noted that no amendments after the final rejection of 
March 15, 2001 were filed. 

ARGUMENTS 

In the Examiner's Answer of August 30, 2001 , the Examiner indicated agreement 
that the random access memory digital-to-analog converters (RAMDAC 78) of Baker et al 
do not operate as personal control units. However, in the Examiner's Answer of August 30, 
2001, the Examiner summarily concluded that "since image transformations within Baker 
et al such as pans, up/downs, zooms, tilts, rotations, etc. are being processed/controlled by 
either human or computer input operations" such input operations are provided by "a 
personal control unit being attached to each of the video control modules 80, and thus 
providing a plurahty of personal control units." In fact. Baker et al. discloses a transform 
processor engine 22 for user controls, as described at column 6, lines 40-49 and in Fig. 1 , 
The transform processor engine 22 is further described at column 10, line 61 to column 11, 
line 6. Baker et al. does not provided for more than one transform processor engine. 
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The Examiner maintained that each one of the several displays shown in Figure 
8 of Baker et al. would be controlled by a respective user, through the plurality of image 
processing subsystems 80 which the Examiner characterized as 'Video control modules" and 
that "since each user has the capabilities of manipulating the images, personal control units 
are obviously being provided for the video control modules 80 for such manipulations." 
However, it is respectfully noted that the plurality of image processing subsystems 80 are 
not described in Baker et al as "video control modules." Furthermore, the Examiner has 
mistakenly assumed that each of the displays of Baker et al. would be individually controlled 
by a different individual user, to support the conclusion that multiple personal control units 
would be provided for the multiple image processing subsystems. 

The Examiner admitted to not understanding the Appellant's argument that no 
input is shown in Baker et al. as coming from the displays; and the Examiner instead argued 
that each of the RAMDAC's 78 provide a connection/input to the displays. It is respectfully 
submitted that the RAMDAC's 78 are not shown as providing inputs from the multiple 
displays to the multiple image processing subsystems 80, and are only shown in Fig. 8 of 
Baker et al. as conveying inputs/connections to the displays, so that here again there is no 
disclosure of inputs from multiple users. 

At page 10 of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner argued that the critical issue 
was that Baker et al. provided input operations via a personal control unit, and that since 
there are a plurality of the image processing subsystems 80 (characterized by the Examiner 
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as video camera control modules), there would be an equal number of personal control units 
connected to each of the plurality of modules. The Examiner's argument ignores the lack 
of any motivation in Baker et al. for providing "plurality of personal control units," and the 
fact that Baker et al. teaches directlv away from providing a "plurality of personal control 
units" for multiple users for independently controlling their own individual displays, since 
Baker et al. pertains to a visual imaging system and techniques which provide electronic 
manipulation of wide angle hemispheric scenes, such as the multimedia technique used at 
theme parks, of displaying on a screen or collection of screens that covers almost 360 
degrees field of view, with abutting subimages in the multiple displays that need to be 
stitched together, which is completely contrary to the notion of providing multiple personal 
control units for simultaneous multiple users. It is therefore submitted that the Examiner's 
interpretation of Baker et al. as teaching a plurality of personal control units is based upon 
false assumptions and motivation provided solely by the disclosure of the present invention. 



219874.1 



-4- 



SerialNo. 09/013,645 
Attorney Docket No. SEXTA 36769 



For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's 
rejections of Claims 1-3 and 8 were therefore erroneous. Appellant respectfully requests 
reversal of the rejection of Claims 1-3 and 8. 



Respectfully submitted, 

FULWIDER PATT0NI::EE & UTECHT, LLP 



Uames W. Paul 
Legistration No. 29,967 
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